Despite the fact that the public in Britain had predominantly negative attitudes towards the Eastern enlargement of the European Union (EU) 
Introduction


There is very little consensus among scholars concerning what democratic deficit is and even whether or not it exists in European Union (EU) policymaking. 1 Dahl maintains that international organizations are inherently unable to support democratic decision-making. 2 The EU, according to many, is no exception. It is not uncommon to see European elites initiating projects even when most of the public is against such ventures. on enlargement, Austria has already pledged to hold a popular referendum on the Turkish membership into the EU. Analyzing the public opinion on the biggest round of EU enlargement has significant repercussions for understanding the public opinion in future rounds of enlargement. Furthermore, scholars are in disagreement about the nature of the public-elite relationship on EU affairs. This article examines the nature of the relationship between elites and public opinion on the 2004 enlargement by focusing on Britain, a key player in EU decision-making. Throughout the debates on the 2004 enlargement, the cleavage between the British elites and the people was strikingly manifest. Only 31 percent of the people in Britain supported the enlargement just before May 2004. 7 Despite the fact that the majority of people in Britain had negative attitudes toward enlargement, the British government endorsed this initiative.
Following a survey of the relevant literature, this article first conducts an individuallevel multivariate logistic regression analysis in Britain using Flash Eurobarometer Survey on EU Enlargement 132.2 8 (November 2002) to determine the demographic, political, economic, and cultural factors influencing people's attitudes towards enlargement. Building on findings from this quantitative analysis, it then provides an in-depth qualitative study of the public-elite nexus on the issue of EU enlargement through an analysis of primary and secondary sources from 2002 to 2004 to determine if and to what extent the elites responded to the people's enlargementrelated concerns in Britain. It aims at shedding light on the nature of the relationship between the British elites and masses on an important EU topic, and concludes with a discussion of the empirical and theoretical implications of its findings. The results of this study become even more important in the context of the speech that UK Prime Minister David Cameron delivered in January 2013 promising to hold a referendum on Britain's membership in the EU. Furthermore, in the upcoming European Parliament elections in May 2014, the UK Independence Party, a major Euro-skeptic party in Britain, is expected to acquire a significant increase in its voting share. 9
Literature Review
This section identifies the findings of the existing literature on both the nature of European public opinion and the relationship between policymakers and European citizens. Demographic characteristics, such as gender and age, are used as independent variables in many studies projecting the support for EU membership. 10 Based on the literature on public attitudes towards European integration, one might expect a gender gap in the attitudes toward the EU enlargement. 11 Accordingly, women are expected to be more skeptical towards the EU enlargement.
Besides the demographic factors, this analysis largely draws on a previously developed framework 12 for the construction of the "political," "economic," and "socio-cultural" consequences of enlargement independent variables. 13 Many scholars note that economic factors are important in influencing people's attitudes towards EU integration. 14 Other studies note that cultural variables are more important than economic ones when determining people's attitudes towards European integration. 15 Finally, there are studies that argue that political variables are more important in determining public opinion. Regarding the elites-people nexus, the democratic deficit argument holds that the EU and its institutions suffer from lack of democracy or legitimacy. Many suggest that the democratic deficit is inherent in the EU's policymaking processes and institutions, and has existed since its inception. 17 They posit that the European elites are not sufficiently responsive to public preferences and scrutiny and make decisions on the EU independent of the popular input. 18 Even in the European Parliament elections the turnout levels have continuously decreased since direct elections began in 1979 (63 percent), reaching the lowest point in the latest elections in 2009 (43 percent). 19 Additionally, there are those who argue that the EU suffers from a legitimacy deficit or a communication deficit; that is, that the EU lacks the ability to generate public support due to the lack of media attention. 20 Studies on Euro-skepticism are a significant part of the debates on the future of the EU. 21 There are multiple competing arguments in the literature regarding the relationship between European elites and publics. of European-level politics is limited when compared with their knowledge of national political affairs. 22 They argue that "many people are ill-informed" and "slow to see the relevance" of European affairs in their own lives. 23 Earlier works on European public opinion note the emergence of a permissive consensus on European affairs. 24 The permissive consensus theory holds that an ill-informed and disinterested European public has generally been positively predisposed toward European integration, giving political elites a blank check in EU decision-making. Permissive consensus is expected to survive so long as EU affairs remain distant from the daily lives of the European citizens. Nevertheless, as noted by one scholar, the permissive consensus among the European citizens can no longer be taken for granted. 25 As the EU starts to influence the daily lives of the European citizens, the expansion of EU membership becomes increasingly conducive to opposition from the public. 26 This leads to the emergence of the constraining dissensus argument, implying the constraining role of public opinion on EU affairs. 27 The policy mood argument suggests the primacy of public opinion for policymakers. 28 It holds that the elites "are keen to pick up the faintest signals in their political environment," and respond to electoral pressure. 29 argument, on the other hand, changes the causal direction in the previous argument, and claims that cues presented by political elites provide citizens with cognitive shortcuts that help them decide what is in their interest. 30 Some works in the literature on EU mass-elite relations conclude that higher polarization between elites on EU issues leads to more negative public opinion among citizens, as they are exposed to more intensive debate upon EU policies. 31 As one scholar puts, "elite attitudes to membership decisively infiltrate national economic evaluations and the subsequent utilitarian judgments citizens pass on the Union." 32 On the other hand, as another study concludes, European politicians are sensitive to their electorate and their interests when they take decisions on EU enlargement. 33 As illustrated by this review, scholars are in disagreement about the nature of the public-elite relationship, in general, and the existence of democratic deficit in EU policymaking, in particular.
Methodology
The analysis in this article aims to shed light on the determinants of public support for enlargement as well as the relationship between the elites and public opinion. 
Public Opinion Analysis
The dependent variable, the reference category in the binary logistic regression, is the public support for EU enlargement. It is drawn from Question 2 of Flash EB 132.2 which asks: 'Are you, personally, totally in favour, rather in favour, rather opposed or totally opposed to the enlargement of the European Union?' The dependent variable is coded as a dichotomous variable: 1 denoting support for enlargement (combining 'totally in favour' and 'rather in favour' answers) and 0 denoting no support (combining 'rather opposed' and 'totally opposed' answers). 36 The independent variables used in this analysis are derived from the Flash Eurobarometer Survey 132.2 to test which factors affected the public support for EU enlargement. These included demographic variables such as gender (with female coded as 1 and male coded as 0) and age (with 15-24 coded as 1, 25-39 coded as 2, 40-54 coded as 3, and 55+ coded as 4), as well as political, economic, and cultural variables for determining the public support for enlargement. The political variables included awareness of EU enlargement (Question 1, coded as 1 'yes' and 0 'no'), perceptions of national importance of enlargement (Question 6, coded as 1 combining 'very important' and 'rather important' answers, and 0 'rather unimportant' and 'not important at all'), perceptions of personal importance of enlargement (Question 7, coded as 1 combining 'very important' and 'rather important' answers, and 0 'rather unimportant' and 'not important at all'), perceived impact of enlargement on peace (Question 8-1, coded as 1 'rather agree' and 0 'rather disagree'), perceptions of enlargement as moral duty (Question 8-2, coded as 1 'rather agree' and 0 'rather disagree'), perceptions of enlargement increasing the EU's power in the world (Question 8-3, coded as 1 'rather agree' and 0 'rather disagree'), perceptions that enlargement will decrease the significance of [our 35 Additionally, a goodness-of-fit test using chi-square is conducted to test whether the model was a good fit for the data or not. All variables included in the analysis, with the exception of gender, are statistically significant. Hence the null hypotheses assuming a normal distribution are rejected for all variables but gender.
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The dependent variable is recoded as a dichotomous variable, as the results of the ordered and binary logistic regression analyses were similar. The analysis in this manuscript reports the binary logistic regression results for the sake of simplicity of interpretation. All "don't know" answers are coded as missing variables in the analysis. country] in Europe (Question 8-5, coded as 0 "rather agree" and 1 "rather disagree"), perceptions that enlargement will make it difficult to take decisions in the EU (Question 8-6, coded as 0 "rather agree" and 1 "rather disagree"). The economic variables included perceptions that enlargement will be very costly for [our country] (Question 8-4, coded as 0 "rather agree" and 1 "rather disagree"), perceptions that enlargement will expand markets (Question 9-1, coded as 1 "rather agree" and 0 "rather disagree"), perceptions that enlargement will increase unemployment (Question 9-6, coded as 0 "rather agree" and 1 "rather disagree"), perceptions that enlargement will decrease the standard for social welfare in [our country] (Question 9-7, coded as 0 "rather agree" and 1 "rather disagree"). The cultural variables included perceptions that enlargement will make the EU more remote from citizens (Question 8-7, coded as 0 "rather agree" and 1 "rather disagree"), perceptions that enlargement will increase immigration to [our country] (Question 9-2, coded as 0 "rather agree" and 1 "rather disagree"), perceptions that with enlargement it will be easier to control illegal immigration (Question 9-3, coded as 1 "rather agree" and 0 "rather disagree"), perceptions that enlargement will make it harder to tackle crime and drug trafficking (Question 9-4, coded as 0 "rather agree" and 1 "rather disagree"), and finally, perceptions that enlargement will make the EU culturally richer (Question 9-8, coded as 1 "rather agree" and 0 "rather disagree"). 37
37
As Flash Eurobarometer 132.2 survey questionnaire does not have a direct measure on the education levels of respondents, this analysis does not include education among independent variables.
As illustrated in Figure 1 and Table 1 , for every one-unit increase in people's perceptions of the positive impact of enlargement on the expansion of markets, their odds of supporting enlargement increase by a factor of 4.480 (p < 0.01). This is by far the strongest statistically significant and positive relationship in this multivariate analysis. This finding implies that the anticipated economic consequences of EU enlargement were vital when the British people developed their opinions on enlargement.
Oya Entries are odds ratio coefficients and probability statistics with standard errors in parentheses. ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.10 (two-tailed tests)
The attitudes as to whether or not it is "historically natural to expand the EU" are the second strongest statistically significant variable in this analysis. For every oneunit increase in people's perception that the enlargement of the EU is historically natural, their likelihood of supporting enlargement increases by a factor of 2.979 (p < 0.01). This is not an unpredicted finding, as many people in Britain saw the Eastern For every one-unit increase in British people's expectations of a positive impact of enlargement on the EU's power, the odds of supporting enlargement increase by a factor of 2.101 (p < 0.05). In other words, if people believed that enlargement would contribute to the power of the EU in the world, they became more likely to support enlargement. When people thought that enlargement would be costly for their country, their likelihood of supporting enlargement decreased by a factor of 0.400 (p < 0.01). Additionally, when the British people thought that enlargement would make the UK less important in the EU, their likelihood of supporting this issue decreased by a factor of 0.577 (p < 0.1).
Another notable finding is that while people's perception of the importance of EU enlargement for Britain did not play a statistically significant role in affecting their likelihood of supporting the issue, people's perception of the personal importance of EU enlargement played an important role. For every one-unit increase in the perception of enlargement as personally significant, the odds of supporting this development increased by a factor of 1.372 (p < 0.05). In line with the findings of a major work in the literature 38 , people in Britain demonstrated a tendency to engage in personal cost-benefit analyses when forming their attitudes on this particular policy issue.
Additionally, there is a strong but negative relationship between the support for enlargement and the perceived impact of enlargement on culture. For every oneunit increase in the perceived impact of enlargement on culture, the odds of supporting enlargement decreased by a factor of 0.363 (p < 0.01). This is arguably due to the British people's concerns regarding the possible effects of postenlargement immigration in their society and culture. As noted by one scholar, the British press coverage created a sense of panic regarding increased prospects of immigration into Britain, emphasizing the adverse effects of enlargement on the British culture and society. 39 38
Hix, What's Wrong with the European Union and How to Fix It?
39 Dursun-Ozkanca, "European Union Enlargement and British Public Opinion."
There are two additional variables that had a statistically significant but negative relationship with the support for EU enlargement. The first one is the cost of EU enlargement: for every one-unit increase in the perceived cost of enlargement, the odds of supporting enlargement decreased by a factor of 0.4 (p < 0.05). The second one is the enlargement's impact on the role of the UK within the EU. This is perhaps due to the Euro-skeptic nature of the British public opinion, documented well by previous studies. 40 All in all, as illustrated by Table 1 , most of the statistically significant variables are related to the economic consequences of enlargement, such as the cost of EU expansion of membership, personal significance of enlargement, and the impact on the expansion of markets. For instance, people's perceptions of the impact of enlargement on the expansion of markets contributed to their support for enlargement. In other words, a cost-benefit analysis framework has been predominant in the way the British people formed their opinion on enlargement.
In conclusion, people's expectations about the effects of enlargement on their daily lives played a major role in determining their attitudes toward enlargement. The anticipated economic consequences of EU enlargement weighed heavily in determining people's likelihood of supporting EU enlargement. 41 Without contextualization, the results presented here do not add much clarity to the elitesmasses relationship. The following section adds some flesh to the empirical findings in this study by providing a qualitative analysis that places the EU enlargement debate in a larger political context and looking into the declarations made by British political elites and articles the British newspapers published on the topic from 2002 to 2004.
Analysis of the Elite-Mass Nexus on EU Enlargement
In democracies, public opinion sets parameters on policymaking. still had to be convinced that their general interests were being guarded and concerns being addressed.
As the British people became more aware of the impact of European integration on their lives, they became more concerned about the potential disadvantages of enlargement and demanded recognition of their concerns. Immigration became a very controversial topic in Britain during the enlargement debates, more so as the enlargement day approached. To illustrate, in the final Standard EB survey conducted just before the Eastern enlargement in 2004, immigration was listed by 41 percent of the British respondents as the most important topic the EU is facing at the moment. 43 The negative implications of increased immigration on the welfare state, healthcare system, and culture were discussed with increased frequency in the public discourse on enlargement. As noted by one study, "people feared the arrival of cheap labour from the new Member States, or that enlargement would increase drug trafficking and organized crime in Britain." 44 References to the effects of enlargement on markets were also fairly frequent in Britain. The favorability balance generally tilted in the negative direction when these economic and social consequences of EU enlargement were discussed. The high salience of immigration-related and economic concerns during the enlargement debates in Britain justifies a detailed look at these issues to determine whether the British elites did an effective job responding to such concerns.
Britain has always been regarded as unique in having a continuing aversion or skepticism towards European integration. 45 It is often characterized as a reluctant or awkward member of the EU. 46 Europe is frequently viewed as a threat to British national sovereignty. 47 Each EU Member State uses the European framework in a way to maximize their national interests. 48 The British political elites clearly supported enlargement due to Britain's "obligation as an advanced democracy," provision of "a bigger market for Britain", and for contributing to the "stability and security of the region." 49 As noted by one analyst, there has been consensus among the British elites toward enlargement, as it served to divert attention away from deepening in the EU. 50 Moreover, before coming to power in 1997, the Labour Party had already emphasized its strong support for EU enlargement while in opposition. Furthermore, the 2004 enlargement was expected to shift the internal balance of power in favor of the UK, as the new members primarily pursue pro-American and pro-British foreign policies. Britain also did not share the concerns of those EU member states that are in closer geographical proximity to the acceding countries. 51 Despite the government support only 31 percent of the British people supported enlargement. 52 There are two main reasons for the lack of British public support for enlargement. First of all, not many people were informed about the EU enlargement. According to Standard EB 61, 30 percent of the British people were uninformed about enlargement, which is, however, substantially higher than the EU15 average of 20 percent. 53 This illustrates the deficiency in the flow of information from the elites to the British people. The second reason is the fact that the immigration issue was central during the EU enlargement debate. The British press was instrumental in escalating the sensitivity of the public on the issue of immigration. As the British tabloid press and opposition increasingly framed the enlargement issue from the immigration angle, immigration-related concerns increased.
As suggested by one scholar, "the most direct barrier to information about immigration is the scarcity and ambiguity of official data." 54 Even the report that the Home Office commissioned complains about "the lack of good data" on immigration and forecasted that migration to Britain as a result of the EU enlargement would be "relatively small," at between 5,000 and 13,000 immigrants per year up to 2010. 55 The right-wing group, Migration Watch UK, on the other hand, claimed 40,000 people a year would enter the UK from Eastern Europe. As Pat Cox, President of the European Parliament at the time, noted, it is greatly to be regretted that -at a moment of such historic significance for Europe -so much of the debate has been reduced to accountancy and mere hype, speculation and unsubstantiated claims about migration. 56 Against the background of confusion and uncertainty on immigration, the media increasingly referred to the negative implications of enlargement on immigration and the welfare system. 57 Yet, the British political elites failed to effectively address these inefficiencies in the information flow to the public. The Conservative Party frequently criticized the Labour Party for having an ultraliberal asylum seeker-immigration policy. Conservative Party leader Michael Howard continuously called on the government to follow the example of its EU counterparts and impose restrictions on immigration from accession countries. For the Conservative Party, immigration was an important policy area in which the British people give the Conservatives higher marks than the Labour Party government. In other words, the opposition party leaders were successfully engaging in cue-taking, and influencing public opinion in Britain. Furthermore, increased political salience may change public indifference to issues, 59 as it may make the public, political parties, the organizers of societal cleavages "more involved in an issue." 60 As a result of the heightened alarm from the media and the opposition on immigration-related consequences of enlargement, people became concerned about this issue. As May 2004 approached, the British public started prioritizing the issue of immigration in the context of the EU enlargement debate. According to a public opinion survey conducted by YouGov on 3 April 2004, 46 percent of the respondents identified "immigration and asylum-seekers" as "the most important political issue" in the country, while only 29 percent identified "the war on terrorism" as such. 61 In the same survey, 80 percent of the respondents maintained that the "present Government's policies on immigration and people who seek asylum in Britain" was not tough enough. 62 Another public opinion survey carried out by Ipsos MORI in 2003 suggested that 85 percent of the people in Britain disagree that the Government has immigration under control. 63 While two thirds of the UK respondents saw immigration policy as being a domestic affair, the majority of the EU (52 percent) saw it as an issue that should be handled jointly within the EU. 64 Opponents of enlargement feared increased unemployment with the arrival of cheap labor from the new member states or increased drug trafficking and organized crime in their country -issues that were frequently emphasized by newspapers such as The Daily Mail. Many British citizens feared that migrants from the new member states would exploit their welfare systems.
The subsequent response of the UK government to the popular concerns regarding the migration-related consequences of enlargement is an effective illustration of the policy mood argument. Confirming the expectations of the policy mood argument, due to their re-election considerations, the governing elites responded to public pressure in the final months prior to enlargement, and proposed several (albeit limited) changes in the immigration policy to signal their commitment to addressing people's enlargement-related concerns.
In immigration and discredited the tabloid scare stories. 65 The government made changes to its liberal policy towards asylum and immigration, and adopted a number of limitations to the free movement of labor. It imposed welfare access restrictions on those coming from Eastern Europe. British Home Secretary David Blunkett announced the new policy: migrants to Britain who are resident for less than a year will need to prove they have a job or can support themselves without access to state benefits before they register for work. 66 Immigration Minister Beverley Hughes maintained that the new measures would enable "managed migration" and protect the British benefits system. 67 These new measures point out the relevance of the policy mood argument in the British elitemass relationship.
Nevertheless, the press was quick to criticize these policies. Many media reports emphasized that the fact that such measures were taken at the last minute demonstrates that the government was panicking about the imminent immigration from Eastern European countries. Negative framings of the tabloids are hardly surprising: the British press generally is notorious for its anti-EU and right-wing populist coverage. 68 To make things worse, Hughes resigned due to a scandal over the handling of visa applications from Eastern Europe in the beginning of April 2004. This scandal further fuelled the bitter criticism by tabloids and the Conservative Party. As the immigration concerns escalated, the government announced that it was suspending all visa applications from Bulgaria and Romania, candidate countries that were planning on joining the EU in 2007. This, once again, demonstrates the validity of the policy mood argument in the British context.
On 27 April 2004, with only a few days left before EU enlargement, Blair announced that "now is the time for controlled migration" and maintained that the British government's strategy against illegal immigration aims to secure the British borders and "prevent abuse by those who entered the UK legitimately but then attempt to , only two days before the enlargement date, the government put in place a package, to become effective on the day of enlargement, consisting of measures to enable people to work legally in the UK labor market. The Home Office announced the details of the Worker Registration Scheme applicable to citizens from the Central and Eastern European accession countries (excluding those from Cyprus and Malta) that wanted to come to the UK to work. Individuals from these countries were required to register under this scheme within one month of starting a new job in Britain.
In other words, the British government attempted to respond to the concerns of the people, and introduced several regulations for its open doors policy at the last minute. However, these limited attempts on the part of British elites to shape the public opinion were not effectively communicated to the public and failed to address the main enlargement-related concerns of the people.
Conclusion and Discussion
As shown in the analysis above, British people engaged in a cost-benefit analysis when forming their attitudes on EU enlargement. They were interested in practical issues that would affect their everyday lives, such as jobs and social welfare. The anticipated economic consequences of EU enlargement weighed heavily in determining people's likelihood of supporting EU enlargement.
Against this background, populist right-wing party leaders and sensationalist journalists scared the people about an "avalanche" of immigrants that are desperate to come to Western Europe. Accordingly, public discussion about the Eastern enlargement in Britain was fuelled by hysteria rather than facts. It was almost impossible for the public to receive a balanced view on the immigration and unemployment-related implications of the Eastern enlargement. Consequently, the British public gradually became skeptical of enlargement. Nevertheless, policymakers neither took substantive policy decisions to alleviate popular concerns, nor provided the worried public with clear facts on the possible effects of enlargement on immigration, employment, and social welfare. They have only introduced minor cosmetic changes to their policies. The fact that the British government reacted to the question of immigration provides limited evidence that public preferences influenced policymaking. Thus, the policy mood argument seems to be relatively more effective, when compared to the cue-taking argument. But the British elites failed to shape the public opinion on enlargement, as the support levels were quite low immediately before the enlargement day. As the analysis above also illustrates, if elites communicate EU affairs more effectively with the public, popular support for such initiatives may be expected to increase.
When considered generally, the British elites went ahead with the approval of enlargement, despite the low popular support for the policy. This conclusion is also reinforced by a recent study on immigration, which argues that immigration policies in Britain are "determined in a relatively autonomous way by political elites." 74 The disregard of the public opinion by elites on such an important policy issue critically demonstrates the existence of democratic deficit. As concluded by many studies before, this analysis demonstrates that there was limited public communication in Europe. 75 In conclusion, since the incorporation of public feedback was limited, there was a breakdown of political communication between the political leaders and people. While people were eager to hear what their leaders offered to address several possible enlargement-caused problems, the leaders used abstract language attracting attention instead to the positive impact of enlargement on EU's power in world politics or peace and prosperity in the European continent. In order to build support for the EU project, the elites need to focus on delivering visible solutions to the problems European citizens care most about. This analysis is an initial foray into the relationship between the public opinion and policymaking in the context of the British take on EU issues. Its results become more important in the wake of debates in Britain regarding a possible "Brexit" from the EU. Nevertheless, it does not take into account the variation in public opinion across time. Future studies should analyze changes in public opinion on EU enlargement. Regarding the democratic 74
